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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application in light of the following discussion is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-13 are pending in the present application. No new matter has been added. 

By way of summary, the Official Action presents the following issues: Claims 1-8 and 
13 stand rejected under 35 U.S. C. §103 as being obvious over Perkins (Mobile IP) in view of 
Avoub et al. (WO 99/33305, hereinafter Ayoub); and Claims 9-12 stand allowed. 

Applicants appreciatively acknowledge the identification of allowable subject matter 
in Claims 9-12. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. §102 

The Official Action has rejected Claims 1-8 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being 
obvious over Perkins in view of Avoub . The Official Action asserts that Perkins discloses all 
the Applicants 5 claim limitations with the exception of destination information indicating a 
destination without identifying an address of the destination. However, the Official Action 
asserts that Avoub discloses this more detailed aspect of the Applicants' invention and states 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill of the art at the time the invention 
was made to combine the cited references for arriving at the Applicants' claims. Applicants 
respectfully traverse the rejection. 

By way of background, IP datagrams are known to include a specific format such as a 
source and destination address header. In this way, routing devices along the path of a packet 
transfer can make forwarding decisions based on an algorithm which dictates the forwarding 
of a packet based upon header information. In Mobile IP systems, packets may be broadcast 
to all routers equipped with wireless communication functions in a broadcast fashion. 
However, such transmission schemes result in excessive packet transfer. Likewise, packets 
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may be forwarded to mobile terminals conforming to specific conditions. Such systems may 
include tracking the moving speed of a mobile terminal through a network center and service 
provider; however, such schemes introduce an undesirable processing load. 1 

With at least the above deficiencies in mind, the present invention is provided. With 
at least these noted objects in mind, a brief comparison of the claimed invention, in view of 
the cited references is believed to be in order. 

Applicants' Claim 1 recites, inter alia, a packet communication network for 

transmitting packets to mobile terminals. The packet communication network utilizing a 

packet including: 

...destination information indicating a destination without 
identifying an address of the destination. 

Perkins describes a Mobile EP standard in which a packet header format is provided to 
account for a care-of-address which is encapsulated in an original header for forwarding the 
packet to a static destination IP address of a mobile terminal. The care-of-address is 
negotiated between a mobility agent of a mobile node and a foreign agent of a local routing 
device. In this manner, the local routing device communicates with the routing device of the 
home network of the mobile device to provide a forwarding address for packets directed to 
the mobile device. 2 As noted in the Official Action at page 2, Perkins does not disclose or 
suggest destination information indicating a destination without identifying an address of the 
destination as currently recited in Applicants' Claim L 

Ayoub describes a method for reducing signaling load in a cellular network. For 
example, for supporting packet switch communication, a mobile station may be in any 
number of states such as "idle state", "ready state" and "standby state". When a mobile 

1 Application at pages 1-4. 

2 Perkins at page 86. 
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station is moving at a high rate of speed it is necessary for the mobile station to communicate 
cell updates together with routing area updates. As described in Ayoub , by adjusting a time 
parameter during which the mobile station is placed in the ready state, a signaling load of the 
mobile device is reduced. 

Conversely, an exemplary embodiment of the Applicants' invention, a packet signal 
includes a destination information indicating a destination without identifying an address of 
the destination. In this way, a packet may be delivered to a destination based upon a 
description of a state of a mobile terminal. For example, the state of the mobile terminal may 
include a speed of movement, temperature and humidity. As can be appreciated packets can 
be forwarded to a mobile terminal having a state that matches a state of a packet 
communication. Thus, the packet is delivered to one or more destinations without indicating 
the address of these destinations. 

As Ayoub describes the manner in which a mobile terminal provides signals to a 
network , it cannot be said to disclose or suggest criteria which dictates whether or not a 
packet is delivered to a mobile terminal. Thus, by combining Ayoub with Perkins , a mobile 
terminal would decrease and/or increase communications with cellular base stations based on 
a speed of movement. There is absolutely no disclosure or suggestion in Ayoub or Perkins to 
provide a packet including destination information indicating a destination without 
identifying an address of the destination. As a result of the invention, a packet may be 
delivered to its ultimate destination based upon the destination information as it corresponds 
to a state of a mobile terminal as recited in Claim 1 and, by virtue of dependency, Claims 2-6. 
Likewise, Claims 7 and 13 recite substantially similar limitations to that discussed above, and 
are believed to be allowable, as well as their corresponding dependent claims at least for the 
reasons discussed above. 
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Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of Claims 1-8 and 13 
under 35 U.S.C. §103 be withdrawn. 



Should the above distinctions be found unpersuasive, Applicants respectfully request 
the Examiner provide an explanation via Advisory Action pursuant to M.P.E.P. §714.13 
specifically rebutting the points raised herein for purposes of facilitating the appeal process. 

Consequently, in view of the foregoing remarks, it is respectfully submitted that the 
present application, including Claims 1-13, is patentably distinguished over the prior art, in 
condition for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested at an early date. 



CONCLUSION 
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